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Constantinos Tsambasis (“Tsambasis”) appeals the Bureau of Immigration

Appeal’s (“BIA”) decision rejecting his petition for asylum, withholding of removal,

and relief under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”). 
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Substantial evidence supports the Immigration Judge’s (“IJ”) determination

that Tsambasis failed to establish a nexus between the police action and his ethnicity,

and that he therefore did not qualify as a refugee eligible for asylum under 8 U.S.C.

§ 1101(a)(42)(A).  Tsambasis himself testified that he believed that the harassment

was attributable to his litigation against a local bank.   Accordingly, the evidence does

not compel the conclusion that the police action was not entirely attributable to

reasons other than ethnicity, including Tsambasis’s litigation against the bank and his

criminal history.  See 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(4)(B) (“the administrative findings of fact

are conclusive unless any reasonable adjudicator would be compelled to conclude to

the contrary”); INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U.S. 478, 481 n.1 (1992) (“To reverse the

BIA finding we must find that the evidence not only supports that conclusion, but

compels it.”).

Since substantial evidence supports the IJ and BIA determinations with respect

to the asylum claim, substantial evidence also supports their determination that

Tsambasis could not meet the more stringent standard for withholding of removal.

See Singh-Kaur v. INS, 183 F.3d 1147, 1149 (9th Cir. 1999) (“[I]f an alien fails to

establish eligibility for asylum, then the alien necessarily fails to establish eligibility

for withholding of deportation.”).    
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Finally, the BIA did not fail to address Tsambasis’s CAT claim.  The BIA

adopted the IJ opinion, which states, “After full consideration of the facts in this case,

the Court cannot say that it is more likely than not that such a treatment would be

visited upon the respondent were he to return to Canada.” Since the IJ “considered

all the evidence,” which included documentary evidence, this conclusory statement

rejecting the CAT claim is sufficient.  See Almaghar v. Gonzales, 457 F.3d 915, 922

(9th Cir. 2006).

PETITION DENIED.


